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Abgstract of
INSTITUTIONALIZING OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE
IN THE JOINT ENVIRONMENT

U.S, militery successes in Panama and in the Persian Gulf have
validated the concept of jointnesa legislated by the Goldwater-
Nicholms Act. Service and joint operstional doctrine nov express
similer themes. Implicit in joint operational doctrine is the
necussity to integrate operetions and intelligence. Hovever, the
need for operatiocnal intelligence hss not yet been fully embreaced
in the joint environment for three reasons, Firat, there is =
lack of geod joint intelligence doctrine. Second, the
organization of U.S. militery inte!ligence has historically
evolved along service lines. This factor has eslso hindered the
development of interoperable intelligence systems. Third, joint
intelligence training is reare because of the leck of a doctrinal
and orgenizational base. While these deficiencies did not
materielly affect the outcome of the Persisn Gulf War, ongoing
force reductions to the U.5, Armed Forces may mean that future
joint commanders will be more dependent upon intelligence. To
better support the joint commander in the future, operational
intelligence needs to be instituticnalized in the joint

environment. This vill require the development of joint

intelligence doctrine followed by sn corgenizational concept, a
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systems erchitecture, and joint intelligence training. .
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INSTITUTIONALIZING OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE

IN THE JOINT ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

Since its ensctment in 1986, the Goldweter-Nichols Act
fundamentelly eltered the U.3., Defense establishment’s previous
concepts for pleanning and conducting military operstions. Despite
initiel controversy within the U,5. militery, the outcome of
operations in Panams in 1986 and more recently in the Persian Gulf
seem to have validated the concept of jointneas that the act
socught to instill in the U.S. Armed Forces.

Since 1986, joint and service operationesl doctrine appear to
have grown closer together. VWhether this is a dividend of

Geldvater-Nichols is not certain, but it is nevertheless &

positive development. The Army’s FM100O-5 Qperations, the Merine
Corps’ FMFM-1 Warfighting, the Air Force’s AFM 1-1 Bamic Aerospace

Roctrine of the United Stetes Alr Force, and Joint Pub 1 Jojint
Werfare of the US Armed Forces sil express similer themes. Esch

discuss general principles of ver, verfighting philosophies end
the value of doctrine, and sll recognize three levels of var:
strategic, operationel and tecticael.

Clearly, however, the focus of these documents is at the
operastionsl level of var. Discussion of operstional art and the

conduct of operstions and campaigne are stressed throughout.
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Joint Pub 1 emphasizes operations and campaigns in = joint
environment as might be expected, but the service doctrines also
imply or specifically discuss thet operations vill be conducted in
the joint environment.

These doctrinel publicetions also stress either implicitly or
explicitly the need for good intelligence. For example, to
effectively use sny principle of var, knovliedge of the snemy is
key. Principles such ss determining the objective, deciding wvhen
to mass, and achieving surprise all require ss much information as
possible about the enemy’s disposition, strength, and intentions.
Jaint Pub 1 specifically sddresses thst intelligence must
integrete vith operations to enable the joint commander to
identify and to ettack the enemy’s center of gravity.!

Dempite its importance, the need for operationsl intelligence
has not yet been fully embraced in the joint envirenment. There
are three major ressons wvhy this is the cese. First, there is no
molid joint intelligence doctrine theat supports current joint
operational doctrine,. Next, the organizetion of U.S. military
intelligence since the end of World Wer II has evolved primerily
ealong service lines. A @ result, collection and processing
systems useful for the production of operationasl intelligence have
been designed to support service operations. Consequently,
interoperability betveen services often hes been limited. Third,
wvithout joint doctrine and orgenizetion, no vieble joint

intelligence training has been possible.

Folloving the Persian Gulf War, intelligence doctrine,




organization, system interoperability, and training wvere all
criticised,. Whether these accurations wvere accuraste or not, U.S.
commanders and intelligence officers vere fortunete that time
slloved the U.S5. the opportunity ta build overvhelming combat
pover to c¢rush Ireq. Real or perceived intelligence failures did
not significantly alter the ocutcome of the war.

However, the ongoing reduction of the U.S. military mey mean
thet future operations will be conducted with fever forces. In
some such scenarios, jeint commanders will be more dependent upon
e reliable intelligence appsratus to support operations. As noted
by Sun Tzu, knovledge of the enemy is as important as Kknovledge of
one’s own forces. By providing the joint commander the
information to knov vhen and vhere to fight, intelligence scts as
a force multiplier to allav commanders better esconomy of foroe.

But to become a force multiplier for the joint commander in
the future, operstionsl intelligence needs to be institutionalized
vithin the jeint environment. Developing joint intelligence
doctrine that supports current operationel thought is the first
step. After doctrine, san effective orgenizetional concept, »
systems erchitecture, and joint intelligence training vill then be

required to complete the process.

JOINT INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE
Current joint intelligence doctrine legs behind joint

doctrinal emphamis of the operationesl level of ver ss expressed by

Joint Pub 1 sand by the Doctrine for Unjified and Joinpt Operstions
(Test Pub, JCS Pub 3,0). It ims the operstionsl level of war vhere
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the plan is formulemted that will "provide the meens by which
tecticel successes are exploited to achieve strastegic
objectives. "®* This definition, wvwhich demcribes the operational
level of var as the bricdge betveen strategic and tmctical levels
of var, reinforces the idem thet the ocperational effort is the
primary foous of the joint commander.

Unfortunately, a brief lock at intelligence definitions in
Joint Pub 1-02 and Roctrine for Intelligence Support to Jjoint
Qperations (Teat Pub, Joint Pub 2-0) identifies & disconnect
betveen the concept of intelligence support implied hy the
definitions and the operational focus of Joint Pub 1. Strategic
intelligence is defined as that intelligence necessary "for the
formation of policy and military plans at national snd
internationel leve.s."? This an apt description of what
intelligence should do to support the strategic level of wverfare,
Tacticel intelligence is first defined am "intelligence wvhich is
required for the planning snd conduct of tactical operations. "*
Hovever, the definition goes on to note that tmcticel and
strategio intelligence differ "primarily in level of
application. *?

The leter part of this definitien implies that similer
procedures and equipment are asppliceble to providing both
stretegic and tacticel intelligence. Thig is = serious
oversimplificetion, especimlly vith regerd to collection mystems.

While nationel eystems can provide tactical intelligence, these

symtems are optimized to support the streategic intelligence




effort. But more importantly, it placere no emphasis on
operational intelligence vhich Joint Pub 1-02 defines as
"intelligence required for planning eand executing sll types of
operations. "t Such e definition is too brosd to be of prectical
use in building an organizational concept to provide operational
intelligence to the joint commender.

If the role of doctrine is to provide a "basis for harmonious
actionas and mutusl understanding”™’ intelligence terma must be more
aligned vith the weanings of their operational counterparts.
Unfortunately, Joint Pub 2-0 appears to take a step avay from such
an mlignment. First, it ties mtrategic and tectical intelligence
vith levels of command, and then notes that:

Ad hoc arrangements for tacticel intelligence support
have directly involved mo-called "nationeal® intelligence
producers (like CIA, DIA, und NSA) and "skip echelon” support
from Service intelligence organizations. In contrast to
strategic snd tectical intelligence, operatiocnal intelligence
applies not to » particular level of command, but resther ta
the function of supporting operations at any level.?

Such wording does not reflect a coherent intelligence mupport
concept for any level of var and does little to costablish e sound
definition bagse for doctrinal development. Fortunately, the U.S.
Army argues that the definition of operationel intelligence
contained in Jeint Pub 2-0 and 1-02 "izx used at the expense of
coherence snd consistency vith never dooctrine” and recommends that
opersticonel intelligence should describe "the intelligence

required to support campeigns and msjor operetions. ™' With this

meaning, operationasl intelligence then becomes the bridge betveen

strategic end tactical intelligence in the same manner es the




operational level of varfare is8 the bridge betveen strategy and
tactics. Fraom this definition s more meaningful doctrine and »

better orgenizational concept can be developed.

ORGANIZATION

Prior to the Persien Gulf War, U.S., intelligence primerily
consisted of a large, Wamhington bureaucracy and service
intelligence organizetions scattered around the vorld. The
centerpiece of U,S., intelligence vas a mamsive spparatus designed
to support Weshington civilian and military decision makers.

This structure vam the cutgrovth of post-World War II attempts to
correct strategio intelligence deficiencies prior to and during
the var. Frustrated by a lack of ccoperation between the Army and
the Navy intelligence organizations during the var, many senior
cofficiels desired u centralized intelligence organizetion under
civilien control,

The National Security Act of 1947 provided much an
orgenization in the form of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA),
vhose hewad vould slso coordinate all U.S. intelligence under the
title of Director of Central Intelligence (DCI), A principel
factor in the cremtion of this agency vas the need to provide to
the President and his advisors informetion necessary to support
policy decisions related to nationesl security. The provision of
*intelligence relating to netional security®'? or "nationel”
intelligence vas to be accomplished by the CIA. To provide such
intelligence, the DCI has played » lead role in the development of

overhead imeging end signals collection systems.'! Because of
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the Cold Wer, overhead systems vere primarily designed to acquire
informmtion about the Soviet Union.

To satisfy the voracious infarmation appetite of U.S.
decision mekers, U.S. intelligence evolved into a messive
bureaucracy of civilisn and militery intelligence mpecieslists wvho
managed the overhead systems and procassed and analyzed the
information from the overhead collectors as vwell ss from other
sources., Department of Defense (DOD) Weshington-bosed agencies,
the Netional Security Agency (NS2A) and the Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) in perticular, did provide intelligence to the
Unified and Specified Commands, but the emphasis vas on supporting
the Weshington-based military establishment vhile the CIA provided
support to the President and the National Security Council.

At the oppomite end of the spectrum, the military services
fooused on tactical intelligence. The servicea developed
collectien snd processing systems and created doctrine and
procedures to support service nmissions. Within the Unified
Commands, service component intelligence agencies, such as the
Navy’s Fleet Intelligence Centers, provided support to their awn
cperating foroces. Interoperability wes not necessarily a major

consideration in service planning. Service component intelligence

agencies in turn vere connected to m variety of other service

intelligence organizetions that gave esch service a "stovepipe
intelligence operation.”
Date systems to ald enalyais end to mstore and retrieve

informetion vere key to each service's organizetion, but because




of rapid changes in computer technology and different
developmental steges of the varicus programs, information provided
by these systems often could not be readily shared vith other
service tacticel organizetions. Even vithin services there vas at
times an insbility to share information., As noted by the head of
Air Force intelligence, Air Force intelligence units during Desert
Shield used different procesasing systems that to some extent
degraded interoperability and hampered coordination and the
efficient pessing of deta.!'®

In eddition to developing their own tacticsl intelligence
systemns, the services slso plenned to utilize national systems for
tucticel epplications. The Tacticeal Exploiteation of Nationsl
Capabilites (TENCAP) program wvas designed to promulgate vithin the
services the truining snd procedures necesssry to utilize national
collection sssets. Field commanders vere exposed to informetion
previously unaveilable, Howvever, wvhile such systems could support
field commanders, cften mimunderstood vere the limitations of
space-based syatems to support operations. Time constraints of
collection, veather limitetions, and perticularly processing snd
distribution constreints limited the use of national assets.

Operationel units could alsc make use of "national” support
team® thet vere created by CIA, DIA, and NSA to provide Weshington
resources and informetion to the tectical commander, Typically,
these teams, such as DIA’w Nationel Militery Intelligence Support

Teams (NMIST, ) consisted of m twvo or three men with portable

satellite communications equipment thet could link a forvard-




deployed commander with a sBupport element located in Washington.
In betvween the national agencies mnd the service
intelligence organizeations vas a smeall, middle ground of theater-
level intelligence that vam on the e¢dge of change as the Persian
Gulf War erupted. Some thester-level collection assets such as
U~2/TR-1 aircraft provided information primerily in response to
thester tasking. With the exception of the Intelligence Center
Pacific (IPAC) serving the U.S. Commander in Chief Pacific
(USCINCPAC), no large joint intelligence organization permanently
existed in any thester. Support for joint task force exercises
vas typically provided by one or more service component
intelligence sgencies, Plasnning, hovever, wvas undervey in the
Atlantic and Pecific Commands to form Joint Intelligence Centers

(JIC) from eximting mservice component sgencies.

Persisn Gulf Wer

Consequently, at the ocutbreak of the Persisn Qulf War,
CINCCENT "did not have the resources, equipment, or organizeational
structure needed to deploy end support operstions of the level and
scope of Operetion Desert Storm."'?! While these rescurces could
heve been provided from other CINCs and from Washington-based
agencies, U.S. Commander in Chief, Central Command (CINCCENT)
chose instead to rely on s "federated®™ concept of intelligence
support during the Persian Gulf Wer. This concept made CINCCENT's
service camponents responsible for the maintenance of particulaer
cetegories of orders of battle and other operstional informetion.

For example, U.S. Army Centrel Command vap designeted to provide
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to all components Ireqi ground order of battle. while all of the
components attempted to carry cut these taskings, interoperesbility
problems hampered the effective distribution of informetion.

Equelly disturbing, this method pleaced the CINCCENT J-2 at a
distinct disadvantage to mnnage the overall intelligence effort
and to provide a coherent operationsl intelligence sssessment to
his Commander in Chief (CINC). Without a strong, centrally-
managed joint intelligence organization, the Washington-based
egencies vere forced to pley a criticel role providing operationasl
intelligence during the war, although initiaeally they vere "not
prepared to cope with the volume of intelligence requirements to
support the large scale of Operstions Desert Storm and Desert
Shield."'*, Various agencies "produced s very high level of
duplicative, even contradictory, intelligence to support deploying
and deployed forces."'® Finally, a JIC ves formed in Washington
to "to provide s single, integreted DOD intelligence position to
national decision makers and the theater commander. *t:*

The Department of Defense noted other operationsl
deficiencies o= vell in its Cond the Per ic
Finel Report to Congress. Of these, the inability to satisfy
Battle Demage Asmessment (BDA) requirements repidly vas perhapms
the most serious. During Operation Desert Storm, combat
oparations cutstripped the abilities of the BDA system, '? The
criticelity of this function readily becewme epperent to Jdecision
meakers. Am noted in the DOD Final Report to Congress, "Major

CINCCENT operational decisions depended on BDA. These included
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determining: the effectiveneseg of air operations; vhen to shift
from the Strategic Air Cempaign to preparetion of the
battlefield....,.and wvhen and wvhere to manuever combat forces."'®

Identified shortcomings to edequetely perforwm BDA included no
DOD-wide trwining or procedures and no existing sutomated mystem
to sufficiently handle the large volumes of dats that must be
colleted hy enmlysts. Hovever, others point to a different
problem. The key problem may have been over-reliance on nationsl
systems and Washington-baged asgencies to provide BDA, While DI1A
and CIA could contribute to BDA, the CIA noted that BDA is the
responsibility of the thester commander.!® A DOD officiasl slso
emphasized thet Washington intelligence agencies could not do the
BDA Jjob, explaining that they did not have all of the information
available to them ax vas available to CINCCENT.?®?

Given these shortfells, it may seem surprising thet the
vverall US intelligence effort was praised by CINCCENT. General
Schvarzkopf stated thet "The great military victory achieved in
Desert Storm end the minimal losses sumtained by the US and
Coalition forces can be directly attributed to the excellent
intelligence picture ve had on the Iraqis. "*! Hovever, it must be
renmembered that the U.S5. had nearly six monthe to establish an
intelligencs system before offensive operations began.
Fortunstely, during this time the U,5. was able to turn its large
nationsl and stretegic intelligence spparatus to support the
operationasl level of var, General Schwsrzkopf wae esble to make

his Btatement not becasuse of any inherent efficiency and
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operational focue vithin the intelligence community, but rather
because of the sheer gquantity of effort that wvas conducted over
the span of nearly six months.

While the problems noted in the DAUD Final Repcrt to Congress
may have contributed to intelligence shortcomings, they are
perhaps symptomatic rether than causasl. It eppears that the
greater problem vas in the organizstional concept for the
provision of the BDA snd for cperstionsl intelligence in general.
A stronger joint intelligence orgenization in the thester sppesred
to be the critical deficiency. This does not necesserily imply an
intelligence feilure as the commander chose to hsve BDA conducted
am it vas. Regeardless of vho ves responsible for inadequate BDA,
"the lesson” eppears to be the need for s vartime intelligence
orgenizeational concept that is recognized and understood by
commanders and intelligence personnel prior to the onset of s

crisis.

Reorganizetion Proposuals

In the vake of the Persian Gulf War both the Secretary of
Defense and the Congress have moved to slter the structure of U.S.
militery intelligence. Even prior to the deployment of forces for
Desert Shield, Secretary of Defense Cheney initiated an internal
reorgenization of the Office the Secretary of Defense to
facilitete the management of intelligence. Additionelly, he
directed the consolidation of a number of service intelligence
functions within DIA, the consolidation of various service

intelligence orgenizetions into single intelligence commands for
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each service, and the consolidation of theater intelligence
efforts under & single joint intelligence center in some theaters.
These actions vere delayed by the Persian Gulf War but most have
been or soon will be completed.

Fortunately, the rezult of mast of DOD’s ections should
improve intelligence in general and may improve operational
intelligence to the joint commander in some instances. The
recently created JICs in the Atlantic and Pacific Commands now
provide a mingle focus of intelligence support for the CINC, his
components, and joint tesk force commanders. Menagement
reorganization and consolidation vithin the service intelligence
sgencies should also facilitate management and coordination amang
the rcmaining service intelligence organizations and the DIA.

Hovever, wvhile the intent of the reorganization is to give
"commanders a superior product®te it is fundamentelly based upon
efforts to save dollars by eliminating duplication, rather than a
comprehensive reviev of intelligence to provide better support to
joint commanders. Ar noted, this may be the outcome in some
instances but geps remain. CINCCENT and U.3, Commander in Chief
Southern Command do not have JICs snd with force reductions will
probably not get then. The previous ad hoc set-up during the
Persian Gulf Wer does not seem to be the ansver.

Given the diversity of thrests and regquirements scross the
theaters, it is unrealistic to conceive that all of the CINCs will
need or even demire the scame orgsnizational support concept. The

point, hovever, is to create in esch theater an orgenization
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permanently in place or an orgenizetionel concept for wvartime
support to setisfy each CINC's ability to effectively conduct the
operationasl level of war. This will require careful thought and
considerable effort on the part of the Defense intelligence
esteblishment. Hovever, the CINCs and joint commanders at all
levels should be actively involved in the process to ensure that
joint intelligence organizations do, in fact, meet their needs.

Congrens hes also demonstrated interest in intelligence
reorgenizastion, Both the Senate and House intelligence commitl.ees
have teken u hard look at intelligence during the Persien Gulf
War. Ams a result, they are ready to introduce legislation that
vould have sveeping impasct upon the existing intelligence
community if they are not satisfied with the impact of the DOD
reorganization. Thias proposed legisletion is csuse for concern,
The congressional reorganization vould streamline the Washington
intelligence agencies and make them more responsible to policy
makers, but it lergely ignores improvement of coperational

intelligence orgsnizetion.

SYSTEMS ARCHITECTURE
Whatever the results of the DAD reorganizestion or the
congressional propossls, they vill determine the organizational
framevork of the structure that vwill provide opermtional
intelligence to the joint commander. As that organizational
concept emerges, a systems erchitecture will be necessary to
ensure thet udequate collection and processing systems are

svailable to suppos,t joint commenders and that these systems are
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interoperable vith service tactical sgsystems and national averheead

systems.

Collection Systems

Current thinking on the part of some senior lesders is still
focused on "linking tecticel commanders vwith nationel-level
intelligence assets."*?! While this is feesible, and in some
instences desirsble, it operates on the thecry that nationsl
aystems can provide everything to everybody. This is not the
cese.

The availability of imaging systems during the Persian Gulf
vay provides s good example. Without question, the bsckbone of
U.8. imagery ceollection rests upon overhead systems. Hovever,
these systems cannot imege the number of targets required by
multiple users to meet stretegic, operational end tacticsl
intelligence requirements st the same time in operations the size
and scope of Desert Storm end Desert Shield. The reality is that
vhile tactical commanders may have their requirements velidated,
they may not be high encugh on the priority list to have them
collected by nastional systems.®* Just as the DOD Final Report to
Congress recognized that tectical commanders must heave their own
collection systems to supplement nationeal sources, so must joint
commanders to collect end process operstionel intelligence to
support the operetional effort,

Systems such es the U-2 and more recently the Joint
Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) wre examples of

systems thet can support the joint commander snd supplement his

15




support firom national systems. Similarly, the recently retired
SR~71 vas » rescurce that could have provided broad-area imagery
to the joint commander had it been available. Such imagery vas
not provided by any of the other imaging systems and vas
identified ws n deficiency in the DOD Final Report to Congress.
This is not to ergue for e specific system designed to opermte for
the joint commander. Rather it points to the need to incorporete
the jeint commander'’s collection requirements in an oversll

collection systems architecture and development effort,

intelligence Processing Systems
Similerly there is & need to do the same vith intelligence

processing systems and the communicstions required to support
them, Fortunately, there are some encouraging develcopments in
this area. Joint programs, such us the Joint Services Imagery
Procesmsing System (JSIPS), and DOD standardo prescribing a common
trensmismion formet for secondary imagery devices will imprave
intercperability wvhen these systems sre fielded. Unfortunately,
several years may pass before they sre fully operational. Deta
shering ims also improving and may not bs a major problem by the
end of the decade. DIA stenderds for automated system
interoperability vill ultimately allov vorld-vide data sharing

across theaters. This development, under the heading of the

Department of Defense Intelligence Information System (DODIIS),

promises to provide excellent gerrison support, but more emphesis
must be pleced on linking fixed-sites vwith forvard deplaoyed joint
commanders. Prototype developments have been successful and
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vorldvide full operational capability may occur within a few
years,

Communications will be the key to connecting deployed joint
commanders with the tacticel intelligence assets of their
component forces and with netional intelligence resources. To
identify these communications requirements, congresaionul action
dictated the eatablishment of the intelligence communications
architecture (INCA) project office. As u primary function INCA im
to improve the Defense intelligence cstablishment’s "avareness of
the ccmmunication infrastructure to ensure the timely provision of
intelligence to operational commenders, *¢8

While there sppear to be some positive signs for system
development, it will be some years before they asre fully
operational. No system, hovever, vill provide the totesl esnsver,
A® slvays, training remains the key ingredient to operatiensl

sSucoess.

TRAINING

Am joint operstional intelligence orgenizations emerge and as
intelligence mystems to support them are fielded, effective joint
intelligence treining will be criticel to maximize the output from
these orgenizetions and systems. Treining vill be especially
important to support CINCs and other joint commanders who do not
have permanent joint intelligence organizations. Where joint
commanders must rely on tesk orgeanized JICs, effective training
vill greatly facilitate the transition to wver by testing

deployment plans, communications plens, end JIC procedures.
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On ®» broader scale, training is needed to educate military
and DOD civilien intelligence personnel mso that they comprehend
joint operational concepts and understand that intelligence needed
at each level of varfere is different. As noted by one senior
intelligence officer, "What the national community needs from e
picture is different from vhat e guy flying & mission and going to
e« terget needs, "t¢ This does not imply e leck of operstional
orientation on the pert of intelligence personnel. It simply
weans that intelligence personnel must understand that different
levels of var require different types of intelligence.

Hovever, training should elso include the customer--the
commander end the operations personnel vho use the product. They
will be better served if they understand the capsbilities und
limitetions of intelligence. If they do, intelligence
considerations cen be better integrated into operational planning.
In this vey intelligence is more likely to serve the joint

commander as the combat multiplier that it can be.

CONCLUSION

U.S, military and civilien officiels vho developed joint
operational doctrine after the Goldvwater-Nichols Act can
justifiebly feel proud aof their vork in the vake of American
militery accomplishments in Panama and in the Persian Gulf. These
actions are e testament to the effectiveness of jointness.
Hovever, as U.S., force levels fall in the future, the vorld will
not necessarily become s safer place. U.S. Armed Forces may be

committed to @ crisie in eny theeter on short notice. With fewer
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forces available, risk factore increase. Even with the proven
concept of joint operations, U.S. forces vill need every advantasge
to sssure success. Good intelligence can help.

But to be a successful force multiplier, the U.S,.
intelligence community must mdapt itself to provide operational
intelligence to the joint commander vho will be called upon to
handle the next crisis. This does not mesan that nstionsl and
stretegic intelligence are not important. Far fraoam it. It simply
means that some intelligence resources should be focused to
support a joint commander’s requirements at the operational level
of wvar. .

Tc make this support poessible, joint intelligence dootrine iw
needed to provide the Iframevork from wvhich an organizationasl
concept can be developed, After organizetion, a collection and
intelligence processing systems architecture cen be formulated.
But after the development of dootrine, orgenizeiion, and
architecture, treaining of intelligence personnel snd commanders
will be the key factor if cpermationsl intelligence is to be
successfully institutionslized within the joint environment. When
intelligence personnel vho understand operations vork for
commanders vho comprehend intelligence capabilities end
limitetion=, operational intolliqo;co can be a force multiplier in

future joint operations,
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